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to make certain we don’t do anything 
that is going to derail the economy. 

We have seen some suggestions—for 
example, Governor Bush and some of 
his Republican friends in the Senate 
who have suggested over a $1 trillion 
tax cut that they want to see over the 
next 10 years. They have suggested we 
change the Social Security system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 3068 AND H.R. 5173 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are two bills at the desk 
due for their second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent 
that they be read by title at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 3068) to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to remove certain limi-
tations on the eligibility of aliens residing in 
the United States to obtain lawful perma-
nent resident status. 

A bill (H.R. 5173) to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to sections 103(b)(2) and 
213(b)(2)(C) of the concurrent resolution on 
the budget for fiscal year 2001 to reduce the 
public debt and to decrease the statutory 
limit on the public debt. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I object to 
further proceedings on the bills at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills 
will be placed on the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

f 

JUDGE RONALD DAVIES 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the leg-
islation we will vote on after lunch 
contains a provision that will name a 
Federal courthouse in Grand Forks, 
ND. A Federal building in Grand Forks, 
ND, will be named the Judge Ronald N. 
Davies Federal Building. I want to de-
scribe to my colleagues something 
about Judge Ronald Davies. 

Some of my colleagues may have had 
the opportunity to visit the Norman 
Rockwell exhibit at the Corcoran Gal-
lery of Art in downtown Washington, 
DC. Among the many examples of 
Americana in the Gallery is a famous 
painting of a little African American 
girl, hair in pigtails, head held high, 
being escorted into a school by U.S. 
marshals. It was the result of a ruling 
by an unassuming Federal judge, a son 
of North Dakota, that allowed this Na-
tion to take one large step forward in 
expanding America’s dream for all 
Americans. 

Forty-three years ago this month, on 
September 7, 1957, a Federal judge from 
North Dakota was asked to go to Ar-

kansas to sit as a Federal judge and 
render a decision on a case involving 
civil rights. Surrounded by security 
guards because of threats on his life, 
Judge Ronald Davies carefully weighed 
the facts and the law and then issued 
an order that the New York Times 
later said was a landmark decision in 
civil rights, ordering the integration of 
the Little Rock public schools. 

Most people will not know the name 
of Ron Davies, but Judge Davies is one 
of North Dakota’s proudest sons. He 
was made a Federal judge by the ap-
pointment of President Eisenhower in 
1955. While on temporary assignment in 
Arkansas, he issued the decision that 
would become one of the landmark de-
cisions on the issue of civil rights. He 
required the integration of the schools 
in Little Rock. 

Judge Davies was not a tall man. In 
fact, he was just over 5 feet—about 5 
foot 1, 5 foot 2—but he will certainly be 
remembered as a giant in the history of 
civil rights and integration. Despite 
threats on his life and National 
Guardsmen guarding the doors, this 
man sat in a courthouse and rendered 
the pivotal decision that will echo 
throughout this Nation’s history. He 
replied, ‘‘I was only doing my job,’’ 
when asked about that decision. He 
was unassuming and unwilling to be in 
the national spotlight. In fact one news 
program called him an ‘‘obscure 
judge.’’ He agreed. He said, ‘‘We judges 
are obscure and should be.’’ 

Back then, he was also called ‘‘the 
stranger in Little Rock.’’ But he was 
no stranger to justice and no stranger 
to decency and no stranger to common 
sense. Men such as Judge Davies should 
be remembered. I think it is appro-
priate that we recognize this Federal 
judge with the fiery spirit, a man with 
an unerring sense of duty who went to 
Little Rock in a very difficult cir-
cumstance and did his job. 

When schoolchildren and citizens and 
visitors pass through the door of the 
Federal building in Grand Forks, ND, 
they will be reminded of the courage 
Judge Davies showed America as he sat 
and did his job in those difficult times 
in Little Rock. It was a turning point 
in our Nation’s history. 

I can think of no better way to cele-
brate the life of Judge Davies, and also 
the important achievements his deci-
sion 43 years ago this month have ren-
dered this country, than to put his 
name on the Federal building in Grand 
Forks, ND. So when this legislation be-
comes law later this year, that Federal 
building will be named the ‘‘Ronald N. 
Davies Federal Building and United 
States Courthouse.’’ 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of 
the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 4516, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill H.R. 
4516 making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses this report, signed by 
a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I under-
stand that under this conference report 
that is now on the floor, the Senator 
from Wyoming has an hour reserved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. CRAIG. I ask unanimous consent 
that I be allowed to use up to 10 min-
utes of that hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, for the 
course of the last hour and a half, I 
have been both in committee and in my 
office. While in my office, I watched a 
good deal of the discussion going on 
here on the floor by some of my col-
leagues on the other side—Senator 
GRAHAM from Florida, Senator BOXER 
from California, Senator DURBIN from 
Illinois, and Senator DORGAN from 
North Dakota—talking about the issue 
of prescription drugs. 

There isn’t a Senator here who does 
not recognize the importance of this 
issue primarily with the senior commu-
nity in America today—primarily with 
the poorer of that community who can-
not afford some of the new drugs that 
are on the market that are clearly im-
proving their lifestyle, extending their 
health, and allowing many of our citi-
zens to live better and longer. 

That is why some of us, if not all of 
us, for the last couple of years have 
recognized the need to respond to the 
prescription drug issue within Medi-
care as a primary health provider in 
this country for our seniors. When that 
belief first came about, it came about 
in the context of the reform of Medi-
care. I think it is important to give a 
little history. 

With a health care program in this 
country that is 30 years old, we began 
to recognize that it was in trouble; 
that it was continuing to pay for 
health care needs that were sometimes 
no longer needed and costs continued 
to go up. We were constantly working 
to adjust it. 

In the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, 
we made adjustments. Some of those 
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were right; some of those were wrong. 
Some of those were interpreted by the 
Federal health care administrators in a 
way that Congress didn’t intend, and 
we are going to make some of those 
corrections this year for nursing homes 
and hospitals. The fundamental ques-
tion is and should be, Was Medicare 
providing the necessary health care 
needs of our seniors? 

Out of that grew the prescription 
drug issue. No question about it, as the 
President knows, these new designer 
drugs that are out on the market that 
are a result of our science, our tech-
nology, are doing wonderful things. 
They are not included. They are not a 
part of the old Medicare model that we 
created 30-plus years ago. That is why 
in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 this 
Congress and this Senate said: Let’s 
create the National Bipartisan Com-
mission on the Future of Medicare. 
Let’s reform it to fit the 21st century 
and the needs of the seniors of America 
in the 21st century, and let’s do that in 
the context of shaping it differently, 
making sure prescription drugs are a 
piece of it. That will be the new health 
care paradigm. 

The President appointed people. We 
appointed people. We worked. They 
studied. We brought in the best health 
care experts in the country and they 
brought about a report. Something 
happened along the way. We were get-
ting closer and closer to an election 
cycle, and it appeared tragically 
enough that the other side saw this 
much more as a political issue than a 
need for substantive reform. As a re-
sult, that commission reported it 
lacked the one vote necessary for a ma-
jority to report back to Congress its 
findings and its proposal for the Con-
gress to act. 

Interestingly enough, the two Demo-
crats from the Senate, Senator BREAUX 
and Senator KERREY, who served on 
that committee, voted for the report. 
They saw it as a major step in the 
right direction and, of course, the 
President’s appointees were advised to 
vote against the report, or so we under-
stand. They voted against it. Eleven 
votes were needed to approve the com-
mission’s recommendation; 10 of the 17 
commissioners voted yes. We needed 
one more and we simply did not get it. 

Before the vote ever took place, 
President Clinton announced the com-
mission had failed and that his own ad-
visers would draft a plan to serve the 
Medicare program. I think what he was 
saying was that his own advisors would 
draft a political plan to serve the next 
Presidential election. 

The politics of Mediscare and pre-
scription drugs moves now into the po-
litical arena. That announcement oc-
curred in March of 1999. It literally was 
the sounding of a trumpet, the sound-
ing of the fact that prescription drugs 
and Medicare without reform would be-
come a part of the political mantra of 

the day; every Senator, Democrat and 
Republican, recognizing that we had to 
deal with prescription drugs. In fact, it 
was interesting to me that Senator 
BREAUX said: We are not going to fix 
Medicare; we are going to be looking 
for issues to beat each other over the 
head with once again. 

That is what he said in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of March of 1999—a 
Democrat, referring to the commission 
and a failure of the commission and a 
failure of this President to stand up 
and be counted for at a time when we 
had a chance, a window of opportunity 
to make major national reform in 
Medicare and to include prescription 
drugs in it. We would not be here today 
voting or debating this issue had that 
report come forward, been crafted into 
law, in bill form, and been debated. We 
would have debated it. With that kind 
of bipartisan support it could have and 
it would have happened. But it didn’t 
happen. And tragically enough, it is 
not going to happen this year. 

We are engaged in a national debate 
over which side can provide the best 
form of prescription drug program for 
the seniors of America. The debate in 
the field today between candidate 
George W. Bush and candidate Vice 
President AL GORE has now moved to 
the floor of the Senate. Prior to that 
debate, the Congress, in its budget res-
olution, said: Let’s put $200 million in 
there to deal with prescription drugs 
this year so that seniors who are in 
true need, the truly neediest of the sen-
ior community who are making those 
choices between food and prescription 
drugs could be cared for. I hope we can 
still get them. 

While we have the national debate 
ongoing today between Governor Bush 
and Vice President GORE—and it is an 
appropriate debate to have—the Vice 
President, I don’t believe, deserves an-
other bite at the apple. He has had 8 
years and he had a chance to go to this 
President and say: Let’s do Medicare 
reform. Let’s do it now in a bipartisan 
way. Let’s take this issue off the table. 

That isn’t what happened. It is just 
too ripe for politics. It is just too tasty 
an issue to engage in a national debate 
about it. That is what we are about 
today. It is now on the floor of the Sen-
ate. Vice President GORE has his pre-
scription drug plan out; George W. 
Bush has proposed his; we will attempt 
to deal with ours. 

I have the privilege of now serving on 
the Finance Committee. The Finance 
chairman has brought about a bill and 
we hope to have it on the floor and we 
hope it will comply with the amount of 
money necessary in the budget to fund 
this in the short term to deal with the 
problem in the immediate sense. Gov-
ernor Bush says: Let’s deal with it now 
and let’s give truly needy seniors the 
solution to the problem now. 

And AL GORE says: No, no, no; let’s 
work on this—18 months, 2 years; We 

will have a better plan; we will have an 
all-inclusive plan. 

There are very real differences in 
what is proposed. Our Vice President 
says an all-Government plan, Govern-
ment control, Government managed, 
universal for everyone. We are saying, 
no, no, we like the one in the model 
that the Governor from Texas has put 
up, with greater flexibility, more 
choice for seniors. It is very similar to 
what I have, and very similar to what 
the Presiding Officer has, under insur-
ance, allowed to be provided for Fed-
eral employees by private providers. 
There is flexibility to make choices. 

I don’t think I want a Federal ware-
house in Boise, ID, distributing drugs 
to seniors 500 miles away at the other 
end of the State. I want the local phar-
macy allowing the local senior to make 
the choice with his or her doctor as to 
what their true needs are and for those 
needs to be covered in Medicare. That 
is what the seniors of America want. 
They don’t want the Government say-
ing yes or the Government saying no. 

There are very real and fundamental 
debates. I suspect we are going to hear 
Senators such as the Senator from 
Florida now on the floor—and this is 
an important issue in a State with so 
many seniors, as has the State of Flor-
ida, and I don’t dispute that. But it is 
important that we engage in this de-
bate and that the American public stop 
and say, gee, is there a free lunch and 
are there free drugs? The answer is no. 
It will cost someone, and it will cost 
$200 or $300 or $400 or $500 million, or 
$12 billion a year to do a universal pro-
gram, or a lot more than that. We 
know it will be very costly. Therefore, 
it is right and proper to decide who can 
afford to pay and who can’t afford to 
pay. 

How about those seniors who have 
their own health care program now 
that pays? Why would AL GORE want to 
wipe out those insurance programs and 
go to a Government program? I don’t 
think any seniors who study the pro-
gram and understand that are going to 
like that idea. They are going to want 
their own health care program that 
they paid for and that maybe is a con-
dition of their retirement coming down 
from the company they had worked for 
all their lives. And they ought to have 
it. That is the kind of flexibility and 
the dynamics we ought to have in the 
marketplace. 

This Congress, in a bipartisan way, 
will ultimately solve this problem. We 
can do it this year a little bit of the 
way to help the truly needy. That is 
what we ought to do. I hope we can re-
solve that in a bipartisan fashion. Then 
we will allow the national debate to go 
on. We will ask every senior to com-
pare the score charts, the Governor 
Bush plan versus the Al Gore plan—a 
Government plan versus a plan of 
choice, versus a plan of individualism; 
a relationship between a doctor and his 
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or her patient versus a relationship 
with a Government provider. 

That choice is going to be very sim-
ple for Americans when they are given 
it in a clear, understandable way. That 
is why I am on the floor today. Let’s 
back away from the clutter and the fin-
ger pointing. Let’s compare the plans— 
they are both out there now—on a 
point-by-point basis, and let us do what 
we can do here this year. 

We have $200 million built into the 
budget. We did it in advance, knowing 
we ought to deal with this issue. We 
ought to deal with it now for the truly 
needy seniors of America, those who 
make the horrible choice of food versus 
prescription, heat versus prescription. 
Not in America. Never in America 
should that be allowed to happen. 

I hope the politician will step back 
for a moment from the restrictions or 
complications of that issue and solve 
that problem now for our truly needy 
seniors while we allow the national de-
bate to go on as to what America and 
American citizens wish to choose as a 
part of their overall health care needs. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak on the 
time of Senator THOMAS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE 90 PERCENT SOLUTION 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, one 

of the primary reasons I came to the 
Senate, was the fact that I believed we 
had spent money over the years on 
many things that, while important, we 
were unwilling to pay for, or, in the al-
ternative, do without. We had a policy 
of ‘‘let the next guy worry about it’’ or 
more precisely, ‘‘let the next genera-
tion worry about it.’’ I have said this 
before and I will keep on saying it until 
everyone realizes that we have a na-
tional debt that is costing us $224 bil-
lion in interest payments a year, and 
that translates into $600 million per 
day just to pay the interest. 

Out of every Federal dollar that is 
spent this year, 13 cents will go to pay 
the interest on the national debt. In 
comparison, 16 cents will go for na-
tional defense; 18 cents will go for non- 
defense discretionary spending; and 53 
cents will go for entitlement spending. 
Right now, we spend more Federal tax 
dollars on debt interest than we do on 
the entire Medicare program. 

It still amazes me to think that 38 
years ago, when my wife Janet and I 
got married, only 6 cents out of every 
dollar was going to pay interest on the 
debt. It is high time for our nation to 
make some headway into bringing 
down our national debt and lowering 
those interest costs. 

As my colleagues know, our nation 
currently enjoys the greatest economic 
expansion in our history. We have a ro-
bust economy, and across the nation, 

states are reporting record low unem-
ployment rates. Congress should take 
advantage of this incredible oppor-
tunity to create a lasting legacy for 
the young people of our country, and 
pay down our national debt and get 
this burden off the backs of our chil-
dren and off the backs of our grand-
children. 

All the experts say that paying down 
the debt is the best thing we could do 
with our budget surpluses. 

Indeed, CBO Director Dan Crippen 
said earlier this year: 

. . . most economists agree that saving the 
surpluses, paying down the debt held by the 
public, is probably the best thing that we 
can do relative to the economy. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan 
also said: 

My first priority would be to allow as 
much of the surplus to flow through into a 
reduction in debt to the public. From an eco-
nomic point of view, that would be, by far, 
the best means of employing it. 

Lowering the debt sends a positive 
signal to Wall Street and to Main 
Street. It encourages more savings and 
investment which, in turn, fuels pro-
ductivity and continued economic 
growth. It also lowers interest rates, 
which in my view, is a real tax reduc-
tion for the American people. 

Furthermore, devoting on-budget 
surpluses to debt reduction is the only 
way we can ensure that our nation will 
not return to the days of deficit spend-
ing should the economy take a sharp 
turn down or a national emergency 
arise. 

In the time that I have been in the 
Senate, I have worked tirelessly to en-
sure that our on-budget surplus is used 
to pay down the national debt. 

In fact, during consideration of the 
fiscal year 2000 and the fiscal year 2001 
budget resolutions, I offered amend-
ments that would direct whatever on- 
budget surplus we received in each par-
ticular fiscal year towards debt reduc-
tion. 

In addition, I have been a staunch ad-
vocate of ‘‘lock boxing’’ both the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds 
to prevent the expenditure of these 
funds. 

Further, I offered an amendment 
with Senator ALLARD this past June to 
direct $12 billion in FY 2000 on-budget 
surplus dollars toward debt reduction. 
By the way, it passed by a vote of 95– 
3. 

It was a great victory, but the cele-
bration did not last long. 

Unfortunately, all but $4 billion of 
that $12 billion disappeared: used for 
other spending in the Military Con-
struction Appropriations Conference 
Report. 

My disappointment was somewhat 
tempered by the news that the on- 
budget surplus that had been predicted 
earlier in the year was entirely too low 
an estimate. 

As my colleagues know, in July, the 
CBO announced that our fiscal year 

2000 on-budget surplus had grown to $84 
billion—$60 billion more than was pro-
jected in January. 

We have to be careful not to squander 
this windfall, because if we are able to 
maintain some fiscal restraint—and re-
sist the temptation to spend it in the 
time we have remaining—at the end of 
this fiscal year, that $60 billion will be 
used for debt reduction. 

We must resist the temptation to tap 
it before the end of this month—par-
ticularly in light of the fact that as of 
the first of this month, Congress had 
increased non-defense discretionary 
spending in fiscal year 2000 to $328 bil-
lion: a 9.3 percent boost over the pre-
vious fiscal year, and the largest sin-
gle-year increase in non-defense discre-
tionary spending since 1980. 

If we do resist the temptation to 
spend it, I think we should celebrate 
the fact that we have made a major 
dent in our national debt; the most sig-
nificant payment using on-budget sur-
plus funds in more than 30 years. Think 
of that. 

But, the fiscal year 2000 budget cycle 
is just about over. The issue today is 
what are we going to do to strike a 
blow for fiscal responsibility in the 
coming fiscal year. 

As my colleagues are likely aware, 
Majority Leader LOTT and Speaker 
HASTERT have developed legislation, 
the Debt Relief Lock-Box Reconcili-
ation Act for Fiscal Year 2001, H.R. 
5173, that will allocate 90 percent of the 
fiscal year 2001 surplus towards debt re-
duction. 

What will that mean? 
Under H.R. 5173, both the Social Se-

curity and the Medicare surpluses will 
be ‘‘lock-boxed,’’ and approximately 
$200 billion will be protected from 
those who would use those funds for 
more spending. 

I think the public should know, so 
there is no confusion, that it is not a 
literal ‘‘lock box’’—like a safety de-
posit box—but it is an iron-clad com-
mitment that Congress cannot touch 
these funds for spending. Instead, those 
surplus dollars could only be used to 
pay down the debt. 

It took Congress until just last year 
to finally stop using our Social Secu-
rity surplus as a means to mask more 
than three decades of spending and in-
stead, use it for debt reduction. We 
should continue this ‘‘hands off’’ ap-
proach of the Social Security trust 
fund. 

Sadly, we have not yet been able to 
do the same with respect to the Medi-
care surplus—having used nearly all of 
it on spending in fiscal year 2000. Now 
is the time to treat the Medicare sur-
plus the same as we have treated the 
Social Security surplus and make sure 
that it is subject to the same ‘‘hands 
off’’ policy as well. 

Putting these trust funds in a ‘‘lock 
box’’ doesn’t mean that we will have 
solved the problems of Social Security 
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and Medicare, but using them to lower 
our debt now gives us added flexibility 
in the future to address the long-term 
solvency of these two programs. It is 
about time we reform Social Security 
and Medicare. 

Also under this bill, some $42 billion 
of the on-budget surplus that the CBO 
is estimating for the next fiscal year 
will be used strictly for debt reduction. 
No smoke-and-mirrors, no gimmicks, 
just straight debt reduction. 

Therefore, under H.R. 5173, 90 percent 
of all fiscal year 2001 surplus funds will 
be used for debt reduction. 

I have heard the President and some 
of my colleagues say that this is just 
going to squeeze the ability to meet 
‘‘pressing needs’’ in the coming fiscal 
year. I do not agree. 

If the disparity between the prelimi-
nary and supplemental surplus projec-
tions of fiscal year 2000 are any indi-
cator, there will likely be an upward 
readjustment of the surplus projections 
in FY 2001. 

If our economy should slow and these 
projections turn out to be too opti-
mistic, then we could cut spending— 
which would be fine as far as I am con-
cerned. But in the meantime, this pro-
posal will hold our feet to the fire with 
respect to spending, and our feet need 
to be held to the fire. 

My colleagues and I are not asking 
for a lot, simply that this body stand 
up and be counted. I hear people every 
day saying let’s do something about 
the national debt. I hear the President 
of the United States say it is a problem 
and we need to address it. So, I say to 
my colleagues that if we agree that we 
need to bring down the debt, then let’s 
take advantage of the chance to do so 
and let’s enact this proposal. 

Reducing the national debt has been 
a principle of my party. It has been a 
principle of mine throughout my polit-
ical career. First of all, you don’t go 
into debt. But, if you do, you get rid of 
it. 

Here we have an ability to put our 
money where our mouths are, and say, 
yes, we do believe in reducing the na-
tional debt. We are going to take this 
money, put it aside, and pay down the 
national debt. 

And while I personally would like to 
see as much of the on-budget surplus 
used for debt reduction as humanly 
possible, I believe this is the best pro-
posal we are going to see as negotia-
tions get underway over the fiscal year 
2001 budget. 

Nevertheless, I believe by capping 
spending and tax cuts for fiscal year 
2001, and locking in set amounts of 
debt reduction, as this proposal does, 
we will have effectively established a 
good first step towards further fiscal 
responsibility in fiscal year 2002 and 
beyond. In other words, it establishes a 
down payment for us to do even more 
meaningful debt reduction in years 
ahead. 

I think GAO Comptroller General 
David Walker said it best when he tes-
tified last year before the House Ways 
and Means Committee. Here is what he 
said: 

This generation has a stewardship respon-
sibility to future generations to reduce the 
debt burden they inherit, to provide a strong 
foundation for future economic growth, and 
to ensure that future commitments are both 
adequate and affordable. Prudence requires 
making the tough choices today while the 
economy is healthy and the workforce is rel-
atively large—before we are hit by the baby 
boom’s demographic tidal wave. 

When I came to the Senate, I had one 
grandchild. Today, I have three. Like 
all other Americans, I think about 
what the future has in store for them 
and about the legacy I want to leave to 
my grandchildren. 

We have a moral obligation to re-
move the debt-burden that we have 
placed on their backs. It is up to this 
Congress—in the weeks we have left— 
to pass the Debt Relief Lock-Box Rec-
onciliation Act for our children and 
grandchildren and for the future of our 
Nation. 

The House of Representatives has al-
ready stepped up to the plate and 
passed this bill overwhelmingly, by a 
vote of—listen to this—381 to 3. It is up 
to the Senate to do the same. 

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 

speak on the time that has been re-
served for Senator KENNEDY and ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we are 
now debating a conference report that 
includes both the legislative branch 
and the Treasury and general govern-
ment appropriations bills. Unfortu-
nately, the Treasury and general gov-
ernment bill was never considered on 
the Senate floor. It went directly from 
the Appropriations Committee into 
this conference report. 

There are some critical deficiencies 
in the Treasury and general govern-
ment appropriations bill, deficiencies 
that I had hoped to address on the floor 
with an amendment. I am now pre-
vented from doing that. The defi-
ciencies to which I want to call the at-
tention of my colleagues involve 
counterterrorism funding, an issue 
that should be of particular concern to 
each of us. 

As you know, terrorism is a national 
security threat, a threat which Ameri-
cans have experienced in reality. Just 
to mention the names: Oklahoma City, 
the World Trade Center, Khobar Tow-
ers, Pan Am 103. Each of these reminds 
us of how deadly terrorism can be and 
how vulnerable we are to it. 

What most Americans do not know is 
that there are many more instances of 
attempted terrorist activities that 

have been averted by a combination of 
good intelligence and effective law en-
forcement. 

The apprehension of a terrorist cross-
ing into the United States by Customs 
agents just prior to the millennium 
celebration is one well-known example 
of the success that we have had in 
interdicting terrorists before they can 
strike. 

While terrorists have been around for 
a long time, their actions are becoming 
increasingly more deadly. In the past 5 
years, over 18,000 people someplace 
around the world have been injured or 
killed in a terrorist incident. That 
18,000 number of persons injured or 
killed by terrorism in the last 5 years 
represents a threefold increase over the 
preceding 5 years. 

With the proliferation of chemical, 
biological, radiological, and even nu-
clear weapons as a real threat, the po-
tential for even deadlier attacks is a 
reality. This makes efforts to prevent 
attacks even more vital. 

Earlier this year, the congressionally 
mandated National Commission on 
Terrorism issued its report. The report 
is called: ‘‘Countering the Changing 
Threat of International Terrorism.’’ 
This report concluded that inter-
national terrorism poses an increas-
ingly dangerous and difficult threat, 
and that countering the growing dan-
ger of this threat requires significantly 
enhancing U.S. efforts. 

It further states that priority one is 
to prevent terrorist attacks using U.S. 
intelligence and law enforcement as 
our principal tools to prevent such at-
tacks. 

I would also like to cite a recent re-
port by the Commission on America’s 
National Interests. The Commission on 
America’s National Interests is a com-
mission on which Senators ROBERTS, 
MCCAIN, and myself are members. 

The commission’s report on ‘‘Amer-
ica’s National Interests,’’ dated July 
2000, lists as a vital interest that: 

Terrorist groups be prevented from acquir-
ing weapons of mass destruction and using 
them against U.S. citizens, property and 
troops. 

The commission’s report goes on to 
state: 

As one of the most free and open societies 
in the world, the U.S. is also among the most 
vulnerable to terrorism. . . . 

Protecting American citizens both at home 
and abroad requires a well-coordinated 
counter-terrorism effort by all U.S. govern-
ment agencies, giving due regard for funda-
mental American civil liberties and values. 

The report on ‘‘America’s National 
Interests’’ continues: 

Given the severity of the potential con-
sequence of a weapon of mass destruction 
terrorist incident, as well as the rising tech-
nical capacity of non-state actors, the U.S. 
government should attach the highest pri-
ority to developing the capacity to preempt 
these threats if possible, and mitigate their 
consequences if necessary. 

Mr. President, I repeat from the re-
port on ‘‘America’s National Interests’’ 
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that ‘‘the U.S. government should at-
tach the highest priority to developing 
the capacity to preempt these threats 
if possible, and mitigate their con-
sequences if necessary.’’ 

This report could not have been more 
clear. Yet still another group of ex-
perts studying U.S. national security, 
the U.S. Commission on National Secu-
rity, commonly known as the Hart- 
Rudman commission, concluded in its 
April 2000 report that our No. 1 priority 
should be to ensure that the United 
States is safe from the dangers of a 
new era: the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and terrorism. It spe-
cifically mentions ‘‘strengthening co-
operation among law enforcement 
agencies, intelligence services, and 
military forces to foil terrorist 
plots. . . .’’ 

The words of these three significant 
reports, as well as many other Ameri-
cans, did not go unheeded by the ad-
ministration. The President recognized 
the growing importance of law enforce-
ment and intelligence in countering 
the terrorist threat even before these 
reports were released. He sent to Con-
gress a request for over $300 million in 
additional funding for exactly the 
types of enhanced counterterrorism ef-
forts that these three commissions are 
recommending. 

What has happened in the Congress? 
Of the approximately $300 million re-
quested, a portion of which was re-
quested in a classified form, as it will 
be used by various intelligence agen-
cies, $28 million of that $300 million 
was for reprogramming requests in the 
fiscal year that is about to conclude on 
September 30. What happened? That re-
quest for reprogramming was rejected, 
rejected including $10 million for the 
Department of the Treasury and $18 
million for the Department of Justice. 

I am sad to report that in the bill be-
fore us today, the fiscal year 2001 ap-
propriations request, which begins on 
October 1, did not fare much better. 
There was a $71.1 million request for 
the Department of Justice. This has 
been completely unfunded in both the 
House and the Senate appropriations 
committees and thus in this conference 
report. There was a $77.2 million re-
quest for the Department of the Treas-
ury which should have been included in 
the bill we are currently debating; $74 
million of that remains unfunded. 

In addition, the request for the intel-
ligence community was not funded in 
the fiscal year 2001 legislation. In total, 
of those amounts which are available 
for public review, of the $300 million re-
quested by the President, $146.1 million 
was unfunded. 

Let me describe a couple of specific 
initiatives that are particularly impor-
tant and that so far have not been 
funded in either the House or Senate 
appropriations bill. 

First, the administration requested 
over $40 million to support the Joint 

Terrorism Task Forces. These are 
interagency law enforcement groups 
which combine resources and expertise 
for a more effective and efficient effort 
to deter and investigate terrorists. 
This is a proven concept that brings 
agencies together to solve problems, 
hopefully problems before they mature 
into tragic instances. The Joint Ter-
rorism Task Forces were very success-
ful in deterring and preventing ter-
rorism during the millennium. I cannot 
understand why this Congress would 
not support this request. 

Second, the President requested $6.4 
million to create a unit within the Of-
fice of Foreign Asset Control dedicated 
to uncovering and tracking the finan-
cial assets of terrorist organizations. 
This is an area of law enforcement in 
which America, in the area of ter-
rorism, is woefully deficient. It is vi-
tally important that we establish this 
new office and that we gain an insight 
and an ability to oversee and control 
terrorist financing. This was a specific 
recommendation of the National Com-
mission on Terrorism. This item was 
rejected, and so our woeful deficiency 
will continue for another year, if the 
current position of Congress, including 
the position of the legislation before us 
this afternoon, becomes law. 

In fact, there were several items that 
were included in the President’s re-
quest that the Commission on Ter-
rorism specifically recommended. They 
include increased resources to meet 
technology requirements, expansion of 
linguistic capabilities, increased fund-
ing for investigative initiatives—all of 
those unfunded. 

There is also an as yet unfunded re-
quest to establish a Center for Anti- 
Terrorism and Security Training. This 
will provide a centralized training fa-
cility for those on the front lines fight-
ing terrorists around the world, includ-
ing our own Capitol Police, diplomatic 
security officers protecting our embas-
sies abroad, and our allies who look to 
us to help them in their fight against 
terrorism. The counterterrorism fund-
ing I am highlighting is desperately 
needed. All agencies have agreed that 
we need to do more to step up our ef-
forts against terrorism. These requests 
are supported by the bipartisan Na-
tional Commission on Terrorism and, 
in more general terms, the Commission 
on America’s National Interests, and 
the Hart-Rudman commission. 

What I find especially hard to imag-
ine is why we would refuse this $300 
million request when it is so widely 
recognized that the cost of failure, 
when it comes to terrorism, involves 
weapons of mass destruction and could 
be in the billions of dollars. This is an 
area where we must do absolutely ev-
erything we can on the prevention side 
to avoid, to interdict acts of terrorism 
before they are inflicted upon our citi-
zens. 

Mr. President, there is yet another 
consequence of the action we are being 

asked to take by supporting an appro-
priations bill which is so deficient in 
meeting this key area of our Nation’s 
security. All too often we are seen as 
pushing other governments to do more 
in the fight against terrorism, to help 
us in an international effort against 
terrorism. If we are unwilling to sup-
port what our own experts tell us is 
needed, what is in our national inter-
est, how can we be effective in con-
vincing others to do more? I don’t 
think there is an answer to that ques-
tion. We must practice what we preach. 

The good news is there is still time 
to remedy the situation. I hope the ap-
propriations committees will fund the 
President’s request for counter-
terrorism funding. This is about a real 
threat that is here today and cannot be 
ignored. Failing to take action on this 
modest request is irresponsible. Those 
who call for spending more for poten-
tial future threats and for increasing 
spending on other national security 
priorities cannot ignore the vital na-
tional interest, the first-line priority of 
an effective national protection 
against terrorism. 

I will express my dismay, my shock 
at what has been done by the Congress 
thus far by voting against this bill. 
And should the Congress, in its lack of 
attention or lack of appropriate rec-
ognition of the importance of ter-
rorism, should we pass this appropria-
tions bill, which is so deficient in re-
sponding to the challenges of ter-
rorism, then I will urge the President 
to veto this bill and give the Congress 
an opportunity to redeem itself from 
what is potentially a very serious 
error—placing the national security of 
the United States at risk. 

I thank the Chair and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
use some of my leader time to com-
ment briefly on the pending legisla-
tion. 

I come to the floor to express my 
strong objection to the manner in 
which this was presented to the Sen-
ate. It is wrong, it is dangerous, it is 
shortsighted, and it does a real dis-
service to this institution, period. 

I have no objection to appropriations 
bills coming to the floor, as they must. 
I have no objection to perhaps even 
limiting the amendments at this late 
date to relevant legislation that may 
be affected in the bill. But I do have a 
strong reservation when we gag the 
Senate, as we have once again, limiting 
debate about important matters di-
rectly relating to tax and appropria-
tions in a way that precludes the right 
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of every Senator to be fully engaged in 
these deliberations. 

I have heard again and again from 
colleagues on the other side that it is 
our desire to slow things down—to stop 
things. Let me say that is poppycock. 
No one here wants to slow anything 
down. In just a moment I will present 
a list for the RECORD of all the things 
we are prepared to take up this after-
noon—this afternoon. 

We know why this package was cob-
bled together in the form and manner 
in which it now appears before the Sen-
ate. It was put together to deny us the 
right to offer amendments—something 
we seek to do not because we want to 
slow things down but because we want 
a voice. 

I am not necessarily opposed to the 
telephone tax repeal. Senator ROBB has 
been an extraordinary advocate of 
that. I give him great credit for getting 
us this far. But I must say I think it 
begs the question at this hour, with our 
Republican colleagues clamoring for 90 
percent of the surplus to be used for 
debt retirement, should we would 
choose the telephone tax, of all things, 
as one of the items to be paid for with 
the remaining 10 percent of the surplus 
our Republican colleagues suggest 
should be available for both tax reduc-
tion as well as investments? 

I am told there is about $28 billion 
left in the budget if we reserve 90 per-
cent for the surplus. If we assume for 
the moment that we accept the Repub-
licans’ proposal to use 50 percent of 
that $28 billion for tax reduction and 50 
percent for investments, that leaves 
about $14 billion for tax reduction in 
the remainder of this year. Fourteen 
billion dollars isn’t a lot of money 
when you are talking about the pro-
posals we have had to vote on this 
year, but $14 billion represents what 
the Republicans would make available 
for tax cuts. 

The telephone tax would use up one- 
third of what they would allocate for 
tax reduction in this fiscal year—one- 
third. Maybe we want to commit one- 
third of the remaining surplus for tax 
reduction to the telephone tax. 

But this Senate is denying us the op-
portunity to suggest something else. 
This Senate is denying us the oppor-
tunity to offer amendments and to 
have a debate. In fact, I must say I will 
bet you most people are going to vote 
on this and they don’t even have a clue 
what the telephone tax is. I know the 
Presiding Officer does. He just noted 
that to me. But I will venture a guess 
that a lot of people do not. 

That is just one of the problems we 
have with this course of action. 

I don’t have any objection to taking 
up the Treasury-Postal appropriations 
bill. I don’t have any objection to tak-
ing up Legislative Branch appropria-
tions bill. But I do have an objection 
when the administration informs us 
that we have virtually eliminated fund-

ing for counterterrorism and have not 
provided the funding necessary for the 
IRS and we have been denied the oppor-
tunity to at least debate these issues. 

Then I am told indirectly that, well, 
we will come up with the money some-
where on another vehicle. I am mys-
tified by that approach. What is it that 
leads us to think we can find the 
money elsewhere, at a later date, if we 
can’t find it now? And if we can’t find 
it now, it just seems to me we are pre-
mature in moving the bill forward 
until we can find it. 

There are a lot of specific practical 
problems that I hope my colleagues 
share about this approach—problems 
related to our ability to participate in 
the process, problems related to our 
ability to offer amendments, problems 
related to the fundamental rights of 
every Senator to be involved in the de-
bate, problems related directly to the 
substance of the issues on which we are 
now voting. Those are serious prob-
lems, and they shouldn’t be minimized. 
But beyond that, I have fundamental 
problems with the precedent we are 
setting here. 

There are many who may come into 
the Senate in future years who, if we 
continue this process, may come to the 
conclusion that if it is good on appro-
priations, why not on any authoriza-
tion? Why not on a tax bill? Let’s just 
go from committee to conference. Let’s 
forget this Chamber. This Chamber 
might well be additional office space 
someday. We don’t need a Chamber 
anymore—not for deliberations, be-
cause there are none. 

Where does it end? Not in our genera-
tion. I am sure this will be a slow proc-
ess. But, institutionally, anybody who 
cares about the way the Senate should 
be run should care about the process 
we are using now. 

I don’t know what message it sends 
to our young Members on either side of 
the Chamber about the way we do busi-
ness around here. But I don’t want to 
have it heard or said on the Senate 
floor anytime in the near future that 
this is the greatest deliberative body, 
because we aren’t deliberating. We are 
not deliberating on these issues, we are 
rubber stamping. We are sending them 
through the process the way you might 
expect it done in the House, but it 
doesn’t, and it shouldn’t, happen here. 
Institutionally, Republican or Demo-
crat, old or young, it shouldn’t matter. 
I am troubled, very troubled, by this 
process. 

As I said a moment ago, we have no 
objection—none—to moving to other 
bills. I will not do it. But I would love 
to ask unanimous consent to move, im-
mediately following the conclusion of 
our debate on this package, to the 
Commerce-State-Justice appropria-
tions bill. Guess what. I would get an 
objection on the other side. I am not 
sure why. I don’t know why. But I 
know this. We haven’t brought it up 

because somebody over there doesn’t 
want it to come up. That isn’t us. 

I would love to ask unanimous con-
sent to take up the D.C. appropriations 
bill, the intelligence authorization bill, 
and the H–1B bill. Let’s take them up. 
Let’s have a debate. Let’s offer amend-
ments. I have offered to Senator LOTT 
that we could take up the H–1B bill 
with five amendments on a side with 
an hour limit on each amendment, pe-
riod. We would be done in a day. I be-
lieve we could do it in a day. The other 
side has rejected this offer. 

Don’t let anybody say with a straight 
face or with any credibility that it is 
Democrats holding things up. Let’s get 
to these bills. Let’s get them done. 
Let’s offer amendments. But, for heav-
en’s sake, let’s remember this institu-
tion. Let’s call it the most deliberative 
body and mean it. Let’s recognize the 
institutional quality. 

It degrades us each time something 
such as this happens. 

I yield the floor. I note the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we are 
about through with this debate, as 
demonstrated by the fact that Senators 
on neither side are coming to the floor. 
We would be able to vote more rapidly 
than anticipated except that some Sen-
ators have made appointments based 
on the assumption we would not be 
voting until 3:30 or 4. However, we have 
cleared on both sides that we can vote 
on the adoption of the pending con-
ference report at 3:15 and that para-
graph 4 of rule XII be waived. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
agree to the adoption of that time and 
the waiving of that rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum and ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be charged equally 
on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
Senate will shortly vote on the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4516, 
the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Act for 2001. 

As the managers have stated, this 
conference report also includes the 
Treasury-general government bill for 
fiscal year 2001. 

Many Senators have voiced concern 
about the inclusion of the Treasury 
bill, which had not previously passed 
the Senate, in this conference report. 
Many Senators have questioned me 
personally about this. Having served in 
this body for nearly 32 years, I under-
stand and share that commitment to 
the procedures of the Senate and want 
to do my best to preserve the rights of 
all Senators. 

I am here to ask Senators in this 
case to consider the product rather 
than the process by which this con-
ference report comes before the Senate. 
This report addresses critical funding 
priorities for all of the elements of the 
legislative branch. Senator BENNETT 
and Senator FEINSTEIN have achieved a 
very balanced agreement with the 
House on the underlying bill that mer-
its the support of the Senate. 

In the Treasury bill, substantial 
changes were made to the committee- 
reported bill, the bill that came out of 
our Appropriations Committee, to ac-
commodate priorities of the Members 
of the House and of the executive 
branch, both in terms of funding and of 
legislation. It would be preferable to 
have this bill come separately before 
the Senate, but the Appropriations 
Committee now finds itself in the 
stranglehold of the calendar. 

In all likelihood, we have about 10 
voting days remaining in this Con-
gress. We are working to compress 
weeks of work into a handful of days. 
There are additional changes that 
Members and the President seek in the 
Treasury portion of the conference re-
port. I have extended my personal com-
mitment to Senator DORGAN to work 
with him and Senator CAMPBELL to try 
to incorporate those adjustments into 
another conference report. I also have 
given my word to Senator REID con-
cerning problems regarding the police 
section of the legislative bill itself. 

Adoption of this report now will per-
mit us to redouble our efforts to con-
clude our work as rapidly as possible 
on the other bills that still pend before 
Congress, and we will be able to 
achieve the changes some sought to 
make in the current bill. Any other 
course will set the Senate and the Con-
gress way back in getting our job done. 

If this conference report is not ap-
proved, we will have to find some way 

to go back to conference with the 
House. And if it is decided that we 
must bring the Treasury bill before the 
Senate, I can assure Senators that we 
will have a postelection session. 

It is just not possible to finish these 
bills before the election and get home 
in a reasonable amount of time—at 
least before the election—for the Mem-
bers of the House and Senate who are 
up for election to conduct their cam-
paigns. 

I don’t know of any other way to do 
what we have to do, other than to try 
to match up some of these bills in con-
ference. There are lots of issues that 
both sides of the aisle may disagree on 
and fight over during the days that re-
main in this Congress. 

The bill before the Senate, I believe, 
is a reasonable bill, comprised of two 
separate bills that meet important na-
tional objectives. I have come to the 
floor to urge the Senate to support this 
conference report, to accept the com-
mitments that I and others have made 
concerning the additional concerns ex-
pressed on the floor, and let our com-
mittee complete its work. 

I report to the Senate that con-
ferences are scheduled today on the In-
terior bill and Transportation appro-
priations bill. But there is one thing 
Senators should know; our committee 
will be working every day—not just the 
10 days of votes—between now and ad-
journment to try to finish the bills be-
fore the scheduled day of adjournment, 
October 6. Even when that day comes, 
it will not be the last day for the Ap-
propriations Committee. We will have 
to await the outcome of the President’s 
review and determine whether there 
have to be changes made in the bills 
following the veto, should that occur. I 
am not predicting it will occur, but it 
might. 

If the Senate votes and approves this 
bill and sends it to the President, it is 
going to lend real momentum to con-
cluding the appropriations process in a 
very responsible way this year. There 
have been things that held up these 
bills this year, including many days on 
the Senate floor with cloture motions 
and other matters. I am not critical of 
those. That is very important work for 
the Senate to do. 

Now we are in the appropriations 
process and we are trying to deal with 
a period that will really end on the 
28th, not the 30th, because of the holi-
day and our recess next week. We have 
to find a way to complete these bills. 

The Senators who want to vote 
against the bill ought to be prepared to 
come back after the election. We are 
not going to be able to finish these 
bills separately this year. We are going 
to have to find a way to join them to-
gether. I, for one, have lived through 
too many postelection sessions. I don’t 
want to live through another one. I 
urge Members of the Senate to support 
this conference report and let us get on 
about our work. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, with pas-
sage of the legislative branch appro-
priations conference report, the Senate 
will successfully roll back one of the 
most regressive taxes in history and 
given Americans everywhere a much- 
deserved break. 

For some time, now, I have pushed to 
repeal the telephone excise tax, a tax 
that is placed on individuals and fami-
lies, regardless of income or cir-
cumstances. 

Quite simply, if you owned a phone, 
you paid the tax, and along with its re-
gressive nature, the tax was lamen-
table because it stood as one more ex-
ample of how antiquated, unfair, coun-
terproductive government policies not 
only outlive their original design, but 
become almost impossible to abolish. 

The telephone excise tax was first 
imposed in 1898, more than 102 years 
ago. Its purpose was to fund the Span-
ish-American War, to provide for those 
who, like Teddy Roosevelt and his 
Rough Riders, needed the wherewithal 
to defend U.S. interests. 

At the time it was imposed, it came 
as something of a luxury tax—a tax on 
the wealthy, as few Americans owned 
telephones. 

Roosevelt rode up San Juan Hill. The 
war came to an end. But Washington 
couldn’t resist holding on to the rev-
enue. From time to time, the tax was 
repealed, but it always seemed to get 
reinstated—rising as high as 25 percent 
at one point—and placing an unfair 
burden on millions. 

Today, however, we shall successfully 
eliminate the telephone excise tax, and 
this—in my mind—is cause for celebra-
tion. Studies show that individuals and 
families with income less than $10,000 
spend almost 10 percent of their income 
on telephone bills. Individuals and fam-
ilies earning $50,000 spend 2 percent of 
their income for telephone service. Be-
cause of what we have done here today, 
these families—and all families—will 
benefit. 

I’m proud of this action, grateful to 
those who supported repealing this ex-
cise tax. What we have done is not only 
in the interest of Americans every-
where, but it is a clear demonstration 
that we are willing and able to appro-
priately address the need to reduce the 
excessive tax burden that has been 
placed on the back of America’s middle 
class. 

My sincere hope is that this is the be-
ginning of a long and successful trend. 
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On another issue, I am concerned 

that the legislative branch appropria-
tions conference report—while it con-
tains good news for taxpayers—while it 
contains good news for taxpayers—does 
not meet the full funding needs of the 
Internal Revenue Service. As you 
know, 2 years ago in a major bipartisan 
initiative, Congress successfully passed 
the largest IRS reform and restruc-
turing effort in history. That law has 
been effective in protecting taxpayers 
and giving the IRS the direction nec-
essary to re-engineer its business prac-
tices, upgrade its computer systems, 
and provide taxpayers with better serv-
ice. 

But in order to most effectively carry 
out Congress’ mandate, and to fulfill 
its mission to collect and protect the 
Federal revenue, the IRS needs ade-
quate funding. 

This appropriations conference re-
port, unfortunately, provides hundreds 
of millions of dollars less than what 
the agency needs. And the absence of 
proper funding will cut directly into 
the improved conditions that Congress 
desires. Unless additional funding is 
provided, the Service may be unable to 
effectively perform its audit and col-
lection functions. Without adequate 
funding, service functions will dimin-
ish. 

There will be a loss of telephone and 
walk-in service for taxpayers, a de-
crease in the level of toll-free service, 
and it will become more difficult for 
taxpayers to receive assistance. 

We must provide additional funds to 
the IRS in other appropriate bills be-
fore this Congress adjourns. Only by 
doing this can we ensure that the IRS 
has the resources it needs to meet the 
standards of service and accountability 
that Congress has required. 

Along with eight members of the 
Senate Finance Committee, I have 
signed a letter to members of the Ap-
propriations Committee asking that 
funding be restored. And I intend to 
work with my colleagues toward this 
end. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
consent that the vote occur on adop-
tion of the pending conference report 
at 3 p.m., and that paragraph 4 of Rule 
12 be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

MINIMUM WAGE 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak this afternoon on an issue which 
is important to all Americans, particu-
larly the 10 million who are presently 
working for a minimum wage. Senator 
KENNEDY of Massachusetts will join me 
in a few minutes to discuss the issue, 
which has been a major crusade for him 
for the last several years. 

Earlier I noted that until the mid- 
1980s the issue of a minimum wage in-
crease was never a partisan issue. In 
fact, Republican and Democratic Presi-
dents alike endorsed the idea of peri-
odically trying to increase the min-
imum wage to reflect the cost of living. 
But for some reason, in the mid-1980s, 
that all changed. It became a Demo-
cratic and Republican battle as to 
whether people who were earning a 
minimum wage should be able to keep 
up with the cost of living, keep up with 
inflation. Because of that battle, fits 
and starts and the wins and losses, 
many minimum wage workers across 
America started falling behind. In fact, 
their buying power, working for a min-
imum wage, was diminishing because 
Congress had failed to give them an 
adequate increase in their income to 
keep up with the cost of living. 

Some arguments on the other side 
suggested: If you raise the minimum 
wage for workers who have no skills, 
entry level workers, it is going to basi-
cally kill jobs because employers are 
going to have to make a choice. They 
are either going to pay more to a min-
imum wage worker on the job and then 
reduce the size of the workforce or pay 
less to that minimum wage worker and 
keep a larger workforce. 

It seems as if there is linear logic to 
this argument, but, in fact, when you 
look at it, the economic history of this 
country just does not back it up. As 
you will notice on this first chart 
which I am showing, as we have seen 
increases in the minimum wage from 
April of 1995 where the wage was in-
creased, in October of 1996, to $4.75, and 
then again in October of 1997 to $5.15 an 
hour, the current minimum wage, the 
number of people working in America 
has continued to grow. So the argu-
ment that increasing the minimum 
wage is a job killer just does not make 
any sense. 

Just the opposite seems to be true. In 
a growing economy, when you give to 
the workers at the lowest level an in-
crease in their living wage, they are 
likely to spend it. They need it for 
rent, for groceries, for their kids’ 
shoes, for school expenses. So little of 
it is saved as lower income families are 
forced to spend everything to make 
ends meet; that spending, of course, 

creates demand in the economy for the 
production of more products and serv-
ices. That is what has happened to us 
repeatedly. Since 1996, if you will take 
a look here at the minimum wage in-
crease, unemployment is down in all 
the major groups. 

People say these minimum wage jobs 
are just for kids who do not have any 
skills or background. When they come 
to the workplace and get their first 
job, they have to be prepared to be paid 
very little for it. I used to be one of 
those a long time ago. Take a look at 
what has happened here between Sep-
tember of 1996 and August of the year 
2000. The 1996 minimum wage increase 
did not kill job opportunities in a sin-
gle category here: Among teenagers, 
even among high school dropouts, Afri-
can Americans, Hispanic Americans, or 
women in the workforce. 

One of the other misconceptions is 
that somehow the minimum wage is 
just going to be paid to those who are, 
frankly, children who have limited 
work experience, a first job, so they 
will get a minimum wage. Who are 
these 10.1 million workers across Amer-
ica who would benefit from an increase 
in the minimum wage? I think you 
would be surprised to learn, as I was, 
that 69 percent of the workers who ben-
efit are adults over the age of 20. So 
the idea that this is a children’s wage 
or a teenager’s wage is just wrong. Mr. 
President, 69 percent of minimum wage 
workers, 7 million of them, are over 20; 
60 percent of these are women and 
many of these women have children. 

You know what we are talking about 
here. We are talking about someone 
who has gone through a divorce, per-
haps has a child they are trying to 
raise and do their very best by working 
a minimum wage job. Sixty percent of 
these minimum wage workers are 
women and 45 percent of them have 
full-time jobs. They are full-time min-
imum wage workers making less than 
$11,000 a year: 16 percent African Amer-
ican, 20 percent Hispanic; 40 percent of 
them work in retail. They sell us our 
hamburgers and our CDs at the store 
and all the things we buy; 27 percent 
are in the service sector; 83 percent of 
the minimum wage workers are heads 
of households and they are earning be-
tween $5.15 an hour and $6.14 an hour. 
Mr. President, 40 percent of minimum 
wage workers are the sole adult bread-
winners in their families. 

The argument that we are talking 
about a training wage for kids who 
really just want a first time on the job 
overlooks 40 percent of the minimum 
wage workforce who are adults trying 
to make enough money to feed a 
child—those are the minimum wage 
workers. I can recall a speech given 
many years ago by Rev. Jesse Jackson 
from Chicago, which I am proud to rep-
resent in the Senate, when he talked 
about these people going to work every 
day—the invisible workforce. We do 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 01:33 Dec 17, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S20SE0.000 S20SE0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE18692 September 20, 2000 
not see them cleaning our hotel rooms, 
clearing off the tables, working in the 
kitchens and the day-care centers and 
the nursing homes; people we rely on 
to make America a better place, who 
do the tough, often thankless jobs in 
America for $5.15 an hour. 

In my home State of Illinois, the es-
timate is we have over 400,000 min-
imum wage workers. These are people 
who deserve an increase in that min-
imum wage for a chance to be able to 
get out of poverty. Frankly, most 
Americans agree: If you are a hard- 
working person who is not looking for 
a handout but just looking for a chance 
to go to work, you really deserve some 
sort of basic living wage. 

Look at this chart. ‘‘Americans Sup-
port Wages That Keep Working Fami-
lies Out Of Poverty.’’ Overwhelmingly, 
81 percent strongly agree with this. 
Does anyone really, listening to this 
speech, this debate, believe if you are 
making $10,700 a year you are out of 
poverty? That you have a comfortable 
life? Even with the Earned-Income Tax 
Credit, one of the few things with 
which we try to help these working 
families, by and large life is from pay-
day to payday. They are striving just 
to meet the necessities and basics of 
life. So when we talk about an increase 
in the minimum wage, we are talking 
about helping these families who are 
going to work every single day finally 
reach up over the ledge and look ahead, 
beyond poverty. 

If welfare reform was not about re-
warding that type of person, what was 
the debate all about? I voted for it. 
Some of my colleagues said don’t do 
that because you are going to leave the 
poor behind when they really need 
help. I hope we never do. 

But I can tell you, this minimum 
wage debate is about those people, 
folks with limited job experience. They 
are finally off the dole, off welfare, try-
ing to do their best, stuck in a $5.15-an- 
hour job; showing up for work on a reg-
ular basis, full-time employees—45 per-
cent of them—and still stuck at $5.15 
an hour. 

During the Republican Convention in 
Philadelphia, there was a lot of talk 
about the economy. It was amazing, in 
a way, because they failed to acknowl-
edge, as you might expect, we are in a 
period of prosperity unparalleled in the 
history of the United States. We have 
had the longest run of economic expan-
sion ever. We are now talking about 
eliminating our national debt. That 
has not happened since the Civil War, I 
might add—the Civil War in the 19th 
century, if there is any doubt what I 
am referring to. 

In Philadelphia, they said the prob-
lem with this economy is it has left too 
many people behind. It has helped cre-
ate 22 million new jobs in this country, 
a lot of them in my State and other 
States around the Nation. But if you 
are talking about leaving people be-

hind, how about the people on min-
imum wage who have been left behind 
because a Republican dominated and 
controlled Congress refuses to give a 
minimum wage increase to the hardest 
working people in this country? 

Oh, the Republicans in the House 
have come forward with a proposal. 
They have had the idea of imple-
menting this $1-an-hour increase over 3 
years. They want to bring it down to 2 
years, but there are a couple attach-
ments to it and riders and things they 
would like to add. For example, they 
would like to really challenge paying 
overtime to workers in general—not 
talking about minimum wage workers 
but talking about workers in general. 
Frankly, many of us think that is a 
bitter pill to swallow; that a lot of 
hard-working families would have to 
give up on their overtime pay so the 
lowest paid workers in this country 
earning $5.15 an hour would have a 
chance to get out of poverty and have 
a living wage. That is not a deal which, 
frankly, any of us should buy. 

It is time for us to do the right thing. 
We are going to go home in a few 
weeks. A lot of Senators will be cam-
paigning for other candidates or for 
their own reelection, and they will face 
a lot of crowds and people coming up to 
them. You aren’t likely to see a lot of 
minimum wage workers in those 
crowds. These are hard-working folks 
struggling to get by, many times with 
more than one job; they do not have 
time to listen to politicians who get 
out and gab and make their speeches 
on the stump. 

But it is a shame we will not have a 
chance to see them because, if we do, 
we, frankly, have to ask of them some 
understanding and forgiveness, that 
this Congress, with its large agenda of 
important items, has failed to address 
the most fundamental need in their 
lives—an increase in the minimum 
wage so they can survive and raise 
their children and live in dignity. 

If we value hard work in this coun-
try, we should compensate the hard 
workers, the minimum wage workers 
adequately. For over 2 years we have 
refused to do it. I see my colleague, 
Senator KENNEDY, is on the floor. I sa-
lute him for the leadership he has 
shown on this issue time and time 
again. I am sorry we are in a position 
where both parties no longer have 
come to a bipartisan agreement on 
dealing with a minimum wage. 

But I say to Senator KENNEDY, as I 
am prepared to yield the floor to him, 
that this is a battle worth fighting in 
the closing weeks of this session. As we 
consider all of the possibilities and all 
of the special interests that need to be 
tended to and made happy before we 
leave, let us not forget the people who 
cannot afford a lobbyist in this town— 
the minimum wage workers across 
America who we count on week in and 
week out to make America work. 

I think we owe it to them to increase 
the minimum wage by 50 cents an hour 
over each of the next 2 years, to a level 
of $6.15, knowing full well that that is 
not a comfort level, that isn’t going to 
give them relief from concern about 
paying for the necessities of life; but 
we owe it to them to increase this 
wage. Frankly, this Senator is pre-
pared to say that this experience with 
this minimum wage increase has con-
vinced me once and for all that relying 
on the goodness and gratitude of Con-
gress on an infrequent basis to give the 
hardest working people in this country 
enough money to scrape themselves 
out of poverty and make a living has to 
come to an end. 

We need to put into law a cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment for the minimum wage, 
so we can say to the people across 
America, the millions who work for 
this minimum wage: Your life is not 
going to be hanging in the balance as 
to whether politicians in Washington 
are paying attention. You pay atten-
tion to your family and your job every 
day. We should pay attention to you by 
making certain you have a living wage. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor to my 
colleague from Massachusetts, Senator 
KENNEDY. 

Mr. BENNETT. If the Senator would 
withhold, I would like to make an in-
quiry about time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. BENNETT. It is my under-
standing that on the Republican side 
there are still 45 minutes remaining 
under the control of Senator MCCAIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
nine minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. I ask unanimous con-
sent that that time be reserved for my 
control as manager of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how 

much time is remaining on the Demo-
cratic side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 4 minutes, 
and Senator KENNEDY has 111⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair and 
yield to Senator KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I had 
hoped to be able to address some of the 
issues here this afternoon, but we will 
have to work out additional time later 
in the afternoon. 

The appropriations bill that is before 
us effectively will increase the pay for 
Members of Congress by over $5,000 a 
year. I support that particular pro-
posal, but we ought to know that that 
is what is effectively included in this 
legislation. That is there basically be-
cause of the Republican leadership. As 
I mentioned, I support that, as I have 
supported other pay increases in the 
past. 
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But what Americans should under-

stand is the fact that on the one hand 
the Republican leadership is prepared 
to have a $5,000 increase in the pay of 
Members of Congress and still deny us 
the opportunity to vote for a 50-cent- 
an-hour increase this year and a 50- 
cent-an-hour increase next year for the 
hard-working Americans who are at 
the bottom end of the economic ladder. 
It is basically and fundamentally 
wrong. And the American people ought 
to understand it. 

We have 21⁄2 weeks left. We ought to 
be able to make a judgment decision 
whether those Americans—some 10.1 
million who will be affected by the in-
crease in the minimum wage—ought to 
be able to have an increase in the min-
imum wage. We believe they should. 
We have fought to try to get that to 
happen. We have been limited in our 
opportunities to address that issue be-
cause of parliamentary tactics which 
have been used by the Republican ma-
jority in the Senate to deny us that. 

No one needs a briefing about the 
issues on the increase in the minimum 
wage. They are basic. They are funda-
mental. Ninety-five percent of the 
Members of this body have voted on 
this issue. It would not take a great 
deal of time. We would be willing to 
enter into an hour equally divided if we 
were able to get an opportunity to vote 
on an increase in the minimum wage. 

The American people ought to under-
stand what the priorities are as we are 
coming to the last days of this Con-
gress with 21⁄2 weeks left. This is an 
issue of priorities. The Republican 
leadership has said we will put this ap-
propriations bill forward. They have 
basically sidetracked the whole debate 
on the education bill, even though that 
was a priority for them before and even 
though their standard bearer is out 
there talking about the importance of 
higher education. I wish that the can-
didate would just call up the majority 
leader and say: Put the education bill 
on the floor of the Senate. Why aren’t 
you doing it? 

We are going to be dealing with the 
H–1B legislation which is going to af-
fect 100,000 visas and denying the op-
portunity to make other kinds of 
changes in that particular program. We 
are saying that that is more important 
than having a short debate on an in-
crease in the minimum wage? 

As my friend and colleague has point-
ed out—who are these people? They are 
basically people who are assistants to 
teachers, who work in the schools in 
this country. 

Who are they? They are helping as-
sistants to child care workers, who are 
looking after the children of working 
families. 

Who are these people? They are as-
sistants in nursing homes, who are 
looking after the parents who have re-
tired and are now in nursing homes 
being taken care of either by their chil-

dren in nursing homes or perhaps even 
under the Medicaid system. 

These are the people who are min-
imum wage workers. They are the men 
and women who clean the buildings 
around this country. 

What has happened to them over the 
period? I wish the Members of this 
body had seen the excellent piece on 
ABC this morning that talked about 
what is happening in the workforce. It 
pointed out that now the American 
worker is working longer than any 
other worker and that the rates of pro-
ductivity have increased. Generally 
speaking, when you have an increase in 
productivity and you have workers 
willing to work more, they get an in-
crease in their pay. Not here, not min-
imum wage workers. 

What we have seen is that those at 
the top part of the economic ladder 
have been experiencing a very substan-
tial increase and those on the bottom 
fifth of the economic ladder, which in-
clude the minimum wage workers, have 
actually fallen behind in their pur-
chasing power. If we do not take action 
on an increase in the minimum wage in 
the final 21⁄2 weeks, then the increase 
we had 3 years ago will effectively be 
wiped out for these workers. That is 
quite a message; that is quite a pri-
ority. 

Mr. President, I ask the Chair to ad-
vise me when I have 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

What has happened? We have offered 
this. And what has come back now 
from the other side, from the Repub-
lican leadership? They say: All right, 
we will let you have a 2-year increase 
in the minimum wage if you will agree 
to a $76 billion tax reduction for the 
wealthiest individuals in this country. 
Some deal, some deal for workers—$76 
billion in tax reductions. You would 
think at least they would have the 
common sense just to do it for the 
small mom-and-pop stores. No. This is 
for the big boys, tax cuts, $76 billion. 
The last time we had an increase in the 
minimum wage, it was $21 billion. A lot 
of people thought that was too much. 
Seventy six billion dollars they want. 
And that isn’t enough. 

What they also want to do is wipe out 
time and a half for overtime for 73 mil-
lion Americans, cut back on overtime 
pay. So you don’t have to even pay, not 
only the minimum wage workers, but 
those above them, overtime pay. That 
is part of the deal: We will give 50 cents 
an hour to hard-working Americans 
this year and 50 cents next year. Give 
us the $76 billion. Let us be able to 
make other workers work. It will save 
us billions and billions and billions of 
dollars in terms of payroll. That is the 
deal they are offering. 

Beyond that, I know this isn’t a typ-
ical Republican position. They say: We 
are going to preempt the States that 
are out there in terms of the tax credit 
for workers in restaurants where they 

are able, instead of paying the full min-
imum wage, to say: We will only pay 
part. And if they get the rest in terms 
of tips, we don’t have to make up the 
wages. That is a fine situation anyway. 
Someone is able to provide additional 
kinds of services; because of that, able 
to get a tip; and you are going to pe-
nalize them. We are going to put that 
into giving the credit to the employers. 
It is a lousy deal for workers in the 
first place. The Restaurant Association 
and their employees have gone through 
the roof anyway since the last time we 
passed it. Nonetheless, what they are 
saying is, OK, here is one deal for the 
minimum wage, but because some of 
the States have been a little more un-
derstanding and a little more helpful to 
these workers, we will preempt those 
States. I don’t hear any statements on 
the other side of the aisle: Well, we 
don’t want one size fits all. If you 
eliminate ‘‘one size fits all’’ and 
‘‘Washington knows best’’ from the Re-
publican vocabulary, they haven’t got 
much to say. On this bill, there is no 
consistency. Give us $76 billion. Let us 
eliminate overtime. Then we will have 
a deal. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are 
going to take every opportunity—and 
there will be some that will come 
down—to try to do something in terms 
of the minimum wage. 

As I have said before, this is a wom-
en’s issue because the majority of the 
recipients of the minimum wage are 
women. It is a children’s issue because 
a majority of the women who get the 
minimum wage have children. This is a 
family issue. We hear ‘‘family values’’ 
around here. This is a family values 
issue because whether those parents 
have time to spend with those children 
depends on income. It is a children’s 
issue. 

It is a civil rights issue because the 
great percentage of those who are out 
there working are men and women of 
color. And beyond that, it is fairness 
issue. In the United States of America, 
with the economy going right through 
the roof, with the greatest economic 
prosperity in the history of the Nation, 
we are going to say: If you work hard, 
40 hours a week, 52 weeks of the year, 
we don’t think you ought to live in 
poverty. The Republican leadership re-
fused to let us get a vote on this. That 
is absolutely unconscionable. The 
American people ought to understand 
it on election day. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks time? 
The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am 

here in my capacity as manager of the 
conference report. We have had very 
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little conversation about the con-
ference report or any of the items con-
tained in the bill, but through this de-
bate, we have had a great deal of con-
versation about a number of other 
issues. 

I suppose in the spirit of that debate, 
I can be excused if I respond to the 
comments made by the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts. The senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts as well as the 
Senator from Illinois have given us a 
great number of statistics about the 
minimum wage, a great deal of infor-
mation from various studies that have 
been done about the minimum wage. I 
remind them of the last time we had a 
definitive study on the minimum wage 
that was given to us with great fanfare 
from the Department of Labor; that 
further analysis of that study by objec-
tive academics indicated that the 
methodology of the study was false; 
that the conclusion of the study, which 
was that the minimum wage did not in 
fact destroy jobs, was false, and that 
the minimum wage does in fact have an 
impact. 

I don’t want to debate studies and ar-
guments and academics. I want to take 
us, for just a moment, into the real 
world of employment. We hear over and 
over that we are in the most pros-
perous economy that anybody can re-
member. That is true. That creates a 
real world situation which has not been 
addressed in any of the rhetoric we 
have just heard. 

The real world situation is this: 
When the economy is very strong, 
there is a very strong demand for 
labor. As a consequence, unemploy-
ment goes down. Unemployment is at 
historic lows at this time of a good 
economy. And in the real world, where 
people really seek jobs and employers 
really seek workers, there is a shortage 
of workers. 

I talk to employers in my State and 
I say: What is your biggest problem? 

They say: Our biggest problem is 
finding workers. We post jobs. We do 
everything we can to try to get people 
to come in and take these jobs. They 
come in off the street and if, during the 
presentation of what the job is like, we 
say something that they don’t particu-
larly like, they turn and walk out. 
Why? Because they can walk into an-
other employer down the street and 
have exactly the same kind of presen-
tation. They are in a position where 
they can pick and choose. 

I know this doesn’t sound like macro-
economics, but this is the reality of the 
marketplace in which we operate. If I 
can talk about macroeconomics for a 
moment, let me quote Alan Greenspan, 
who appears regularly before the Sen-
ate Banking Committee and the Joint 
Economic Committee, on both of which 
I have the opportunity to serve. He 
says to us the one thing he watches 
with greatest concern in terms of the 
possibility of this economy over-

heating and spiraling off into inflation 
is the shortage of labor. He says the 
reason he has not raised interest rates 
more is because our labor is becoming 
so much more productive that we can 
have this kind of tremendous demand 
in the economy, even though the labor 
force is not expanding as rapidly as one 
would think it would have to in his-
toric terms. The labor force is expand-
ing in productivity so that it can keep 
up with the demand for labor in the 
economy without becoming infla-
tionary. 

So there are microeconomic consid-
erations and individual considerations, 
but it always comes down to the same 
fact in the real world: There is no 
shortage of jobs. There is no shortage 
of good-paying jobs. There is no short-
age of jobs above the poverty level. The 
problem is with people who, for what-
ever reason, cannot take the jobs that 
are available. The reason is usually 
training. The reason is usually experi-
ence. 

If I may get personal for a moment, 
Mr. President, I don’t know how many 
other Members of this body have 
worked for a minimum wage, but I 
have. I did it when I was 14. The job, 
frankly, was something of a gift be-
cause I don’t think I added very much 
value to the corporation that I worked 
for at age 14 at 50 cents an hour. For 
me, it was a tremendous experience. I 
look back on the time that I worked at 
ages 14, 15, 16, and so on, in the sum-
mertime, after school, and on week-
ends, as one of the most important 
formative experiences of my life. But I 
think if the Federal Government had 
come in and said, no, you can’t pay BOB 
BENNETT 50 cents an hour and we are 
going to order you to pay him 75 cents, 
my employer, in all probability, would 
have said: What he does for us is, 
frankly, not worth 75 cents an hour, 
and being true to our shareholders and 
our other employees whose jobs we do 
not want to jeopardize, we will just let 
him go. But the minimum wage was 
low enough that I could work for 50 
cents an hour, I could have that kind of 
experience and, frankly, I could get the 
kinds of job skills that made it possible 
for me, a few years later, to command 
salaries at substantially higher than 
the minimum wage. 

When I hear about the minimum 
wage from people in my State, it is al-
ways from employers who are employ-
ing—and this is a very pejorative term, 
but it is true—marginal workers. And 
they say: Senator, if you raise the min-
imum wage, I am going to have to let 
them go. The contribution that they 
make to my company, or farm, or 
ranch, whatever it might be, is mar-
ginal. I can afford to pay them the 
minimum wage now and say that I get 
some return from their labor. If you 
raise it, I am going to have to say, no, 
it isn’t worth it; I can’t afford this. 
These people then end up unemployed. 

The problem with these workers is not 
to have the Government step in and at-
tempt to repeal the law of supply and 
demand; the problem is to find innova-
tive, new ways to give them the train-
ing and skills they require in order to 
command a higher wage on the basis of 
their work. 

We are about to move, I hope, on to 
a debate on H–1B visas. People will say: 
What does that have to do with the 
minimum wage? It is a manifestation 
of the same basic principle I am talk-
ing about here; that is, we cannot, no 
matter how powerful we think we are 
as Senators, repeal the law of supply 
and demand. 

H–1B visas are used primarily by 
high-tech employees from other coun-
tries who come into this country to 
take high-tech jobs. What is the de-
mand for those high-tech jobs? Right 
now, there are between 350,000 and 
400,000 high-tech jobs, paying in the 
high five figures and into the low six 
figures, going begging in this country, 
and the companies that have those jobs 
are saying: If we can’t find Americans, 
we want people from outside America 
to come in and fill these jobs. Will you 
please allow us to give visas to these 
people? 

We cannot legislate that those kinds 
of salaries be paid to someone who is 
not capable of doing the job. The focus 
here, in terms of those who are at the 
lowest ends of our economic ladder, 
should be finding ways to train them, 
equip them, and prepare them to com-
mand, on the basis of their own skills, 
the wages they want instead of having 
the Government just automatically de-
cree that they be paid a wage that 
may, in fact, be higher than the 
amount of value that they can add to 
their employer. 

The Senator from Illinois displayed a 
chart that showed the minimum wage 
going up and employment going up, 
and then he suggested that one causes 
the other. I suggest that there is no re-
lationship whatsoever between those 
two trend lines. There is another trend 
line that I think has a relationship. 
What is the area of greatest unemploy-
ment in this country? If you break it 
down with the demographics and the 
metropolitan areas, you find that the 
area of greatest unemployment in this 
country is among young, black teen-
agers in the inner city, particularly 
male. That is, statistically, the area of 
highest unemployment. 

The unemployment rate among 
young, teenage, black males in the 
inner city in the United States is not 
only in double digits; it is in high dou-
ble digits. I don’t have the figures with 
me now. I didn’t understand that we 
were going to debate minimum wage on 
the legislative branch bill. But they 
are in the 50 percent, 60 percent, 70 per-
cent area. Those young, black men 
would benefit enormously by having a 
job experience. I know that, as I say, 
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from my own experience, when I was 
paid the minimum wage at age 14. But 
it was less to add value to the company 
than to add skills and understanding to 
myself. 

If we had the law of supply and de-
mand operating unimpeded by Govern-
ment instruction, I can imagine—and I 
think I could find jobs for those young, 
black teenagers to do in the inner city. 
They would not be $6-an-hour jobs, but 
they would be jobs where there could 
be some value added to the employer 
and tremendous experience and train-
ing value added to the employee. And 
the Government, over time, would get 
tremendous benefits out of that be-
cause if those young men could be 
trained in marketable skills and then 
go out and command jobs at $10 and $12 
and $15 an hour based on their skills 
rather than the Government demand-
ing that they be paid that whether 
they produce value for it or not, the 
economy would be better, society 
would be better, and America as a 
whole would be better. 

So as I listen to these debates on the 
minimum wage, the emotion, the 
shouting, and the great indignation 
that is sent forward here, I ask the 
Senators to step away from the aca-
demic studies. Go out among the em-
ployers of their own States and ask 
this direct question: What will happen 
in your business to the people you hire 
if the Federal Government intervenes 
in this situation and starts to dictate 
the wages that you pay? 

A comment came out of the oil crisis 
of the 1970s when President Carter was 
telling us that the energy crisis was a 
crisis that was the moral equivalent of 
war and that we must somehow mar-
shal the entire energies of the Nation 
to deal with it. Interestingly enough, 
as the Senator from Alaska points out, 
ever since we declared that kind of 
war, American dependence on foreign 
oil has gone up, not down. That is one 
of the main reasons we are looking at 
$2-a-gallon gasoline in the Midwest, as 
we are seeing the results of 8 years of 
an administration that has opposed 
any kind of energy development in the 
United States. In that period, an econ-
omist made this point that I have 
never forgotten. He said: When the 
Federal Government interferes with 
the setting of prices by the forces of 
supply and demand, you get one of two 
results. 

If the Federal Government sets the 
price higher than the market would set 
it, you get a shortage. When the Fed-
eral Government sets the price lower 
than the market would set it, you get 
a surplus. In other words, when the 
Federal Government says you must 
pay a wage higher than these people 
can return value for, you get a short-
age of jobs that these people can fill. If 
the Government should arbitrarily say 
we will set a price lower than these 
people can produce, then you get a sur-
plus of people. 

We don’t need shortages and we don’t 
need surpluses. We need jobs. We don’t 
need shortages. We don’t need sur-
pluses of energy. To put it back in the 
same context, we need the energy. 

The law of supply and demand gives 
you a price. It is always the right price 
as supply meets demand. As soon as 
someone steps in to try to manipulate 
that law—be that someone a monopo-
list, or be that someone a Federal leg-
islator—and you get a diversion be-
tween the price that the demand would 
call for and that the supply would pro-
vide, you get either a shortage or a sur-
plus. It has been that way since time 
immemorial, and it will be that way 
forevermore into the future. 

We need to learn that lesson and be a 
little humble towards that process in 
the Senate as we stand on the floor of 
the Senate and raise our voices in in-
dignation to say we must do something 
for these people in the name of fair-
ness, and realize that in the long run 
we are in all probability hurting far 
more than we are helping. 

With that, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time cur-
rently running virtually equally be-
tween the two sides be charged equally 
against both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will 
vote against the combined legislative 
branch and Treasury-Postal Service ap-
propriations bills. 

While the administration has identi-
fied a couple of funding shortfalls in 
the bill, that is not my primary con-
cern here, and it is not the reason I am 
opposing this legislation. 

I am voting against the bill because 
the Senate has never considered the 
Treasury-Postal appropriations bill. 
Let me repeat that: the Senate is being 
asked to vote on a conference report on 
a bill that never passed the Senate. 

This is a complete distortion of the 
legislative process. We are not potted 

plants. The people of the state of Cali-
fornia elected me to represent them. 
That means debating bills, offering 
amendments that are important to the 
people of my state, and casting votes. 
It does not mean giving a rubber stamp 
to whatever conference report comes 
before us when we have not even de-
bated the bill in the first place. 

I was considering offering an amend-
ment to this bill prohibiting the sale of 
firearms to individuals who are drunk. 
Believe it or not, it is not against the 
law to sell a gun to someone who is in-
toxicated. I was considering offering an 
amendment regarding the carrying of 
concealed weapons in places of worship. 
And I was considering offering an 
amendment praising Smith and Wesson 
for entering into an agreement with 
the administration to change the way 
it manufactures and distributes fire-
arms. 

But I was prevented—every Senator 
was prevented—from offering any 
amendments because the Treasury- 
Postal Service bill was never brought 
up. Normally a bill that does not come 
before the Senate cannot become law. 

But the majority wanted to avoid de-
bating and voting on these amend-
ments, and so they found a way to 
make an end-run around the rules of 
the Senate and to run roughshod over 
the rights of 100 Senators. 

I will not be a party to this process, 
so I will vote against the bill. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the contraceptive 
coverage provision included in the 
FY2001 Treasury-Postal appropriations 
conference report currently before the 
Senate. 

This provision is fundamental to the 
health of the approximately 2 million 
women of reproductive age who rely on 
the Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program, or FEHBP, for their health 
care, and I thank Chairman CAMPBELL 
for again including this important lan-
guage. This language is essentially the 
same language that has been signed 
into law the last 2 years. 

This provision says that if an FEHBP 
health plan provides coverage of pre-
scription drugs and devices, they must 
also cover all FDA-approved prescrip-
tion contraceptives. It also says that 
plans which already cover outpatient 
services also cover medical and coun-
seling services to promote the effective 
use of those contraceptives. 

This language respects the rights of 
religious plans that, as a matter of 
conscience, choose not to cover contra-
ceptives. Furthermore, the committee 
language we have before us makes it 
clear that this language does not cover 
abortion in any way, shape, or form. 

The contraceptive coverage provision 
signed into law the last 2 years, and 
contained in this year’s bill, contains a 
conscience clause that strikes the ap-
propriate balance between recognizing 
the legitimate religious concerns of in-
dividual health plans and physicians 
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with the equally important goal of in-
creasing access to prescription contra-
ceptives and reducing unintended preg-
nancy and abortion rates in this coun-
try. 

The religious exemption in current 
law specifically exempts the religious- 
based plans that the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, which manages 
FEHBP, identified as participating in 
FEHBP. And it exempts ‘‘any existing 
or future plan, if the plan objects to 
such coverage on the basis of religious 
beliefs.’’ 

Despite concerns voiced by oppo-
nents, this provision has caused no up-
heaval in the Federal Employees 
Health Benefit Program. When plans 
have left the program in the last 2 
years they cited insufficient enroll-
ment, noncompetitive premiums, or 
unpredictable utilization as the reason 
for leaving the program—not the re-
quirement to cover prescription con-
traception. And other than the five 
plans specifically excluded in current 
law, no plan has requested to be ex-
cluded from the provision nor has any 
plan complained that the conscience 
clause is insufficient. Furthermore, 
OPM is not aware of any physician or 
other health care provider who re-
quested an exclusion. 

The need to retain the current com-
mittee language is clear. Today, nearly 
9 million Federal employees, retirees, 
and their dependents participate in the 
FEHBP. Approximately 2 million 
women of reproductive age rely on 
FEHBP for all their medical needs. Un-
fortunately, before 1998, the vast ma-
jority of these women were denied ac-
cess to the broad range of safe and ef-
fective methods of contraception. 

It is clear that the need for prescrip-
tion contraceptive coverage is well un-
derstood by women across the country. 
And while we in Congress debate this 
need and delay guaranteeing coverage 
to women across the country, states 
are taking up the call on their own. In 
fact there are 13 states—Maryland, 
Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Maine, 
New Hampshire, Nevada, North Caro-
lina, Vermont, California, Delaware, 
Iowa, and Rhode Island—who have 
passed their own contraceptive cov-
erage legislation. 

Across America, the lack of equitable 
coverage of prescription contraceptives 
contributes to the fact that women 
today spend 68 percent more than men 
in health care costs. That’s 68 percent. 
And this gap in coverage translates 
into $7,000 to $10,000 over a woman’s re-
productive lifetime. 

So I ask my colleagues: with 10 per-
cent of all Federal employees earning 
less than $25,000 what do you think is 
the likely effect of these tremendous 
added costs for these Federal employ-
ees? 

Well, I’ll tell you the effect is has: 
Many of them simply stop using con-
traceptives, or will never use them in 

the first place, because they simply 
can’t afford to. And the impact of those 
decisions on these individuals and on 
this nation is a lasting and profound 
one. 

Women spend more than 90 percent of 
their reproductive life avoiding preg-
nancy, and a woman who doesn’t use 
contraception is 15 times more likely 
to become pregnant than women who 
do. Fifteen times. And of the 3 million 
unintended pregnancies in the United 
States, half of them will end in abor-
tion. 

Mr. President, I can’t think of any-
one I know, no matter their ideology or 
party, who doesn’t want to see the in-
stances of abortion in this nation re-
duced. Well, imagine if I told you we 
could do something about it. 

We vote year after year to restrict 
abortion coverage in FEHBP plans. My 
colleagues know that I vote against 
this restriction every time it comes up. 
At the same time I firmly believe that, 
if the Senate is going to vote against 
allowing FEHBP plans to cover abor-
tion, then we should require this same 
plan to cover prescription contracep-
tives if they cover other prescription 
medications—prescription contracep-
tives which prevent unintended preg-
nancies that lead to abortion. 

That is what the committee language 
does. When the Alan Guttmacher Insti-
tute estimates that the use of birth 
control lowers the likelihood of abor-
tion by a remarkable 85 percent, how 
can we ignore a provision like this 
which makes the use of birth control 
more affordable to our Federal employ-
ees, and do so—according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office—with neg-
ligible cost to the Federal Government. 

The fact is, all methods of contracep-
tion are cost effective when compared 
to the cost of unintended pregnancy. 
And with unplanned pregnancies linked 
to higher rates of premature and low- 
birth weight babies, costs can rise even 
above and beyond those associated 
with healthy births. 

As the American Journal of Public 
Health estimates, the cost under man-
aged care for a year’s dose of birth con-
trol pills is less than one-tenth of what 
it would cost for prenatal care and de-
livery. 

Whatever the reason, as an employer 
and model for the rest of the nation, 
the Federal Government should provide 
equal access to this most basic health 
benefit for women. The committee lan-
guage would allow Federal employees 
to have that option. 

In closing, Mr. President, let me say 
that if we, as a nation, are truly com-
mitted to reducing abortion rates and 
increasing the quality of life for all 
Americans, then we need to begin fo-
cusing our attention on how to prevent 
unintended pregnancies. Retailing con-
traceptive coverage for Federal em-
ployees is a significant step in the 
right direction. I thank Chairman 

CAMPBELL for again including this im-
portant language. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise today in support of the 
conference report accompanying H.R. 
4516, the Legislative Branch and Treas-
ury-general government appropriations 
bill for FY 2001. 

The pending conference agreement 
combines two of the 13 annual appro-
priations bills into one bill, which pro-
vides $34.9 billion in new budget au-
thority and $30.9 billion in new outlays 
to fund the operations of the Legisla-
tive Branch, and the Executive Office 
of the President, and the agencies of 
the Department of the Treasury, in-
cluding the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS), Customs Service, Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the Gen-
eral Services Administration, and re-
lated agencies. When outlays from 
prior-year budget authority and other 
completed actions are taken into ac-
count the conference agreement totals 
$33.0 billion in BA and $32.5 billion in 
outlays for fiscal year 2001. 

The final bill is $145 million in BA 
and $145 million in outlays below the 
most recent section 302(b) allocation 
for these two subcommittees filed on 
September 20th. 

The final bill also has a revenue ef-
fect for two provisions—repeal of a pro-
vision in the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997 that temporarily increases federal 
employee retirement contributions by 
0.5 percent; and repeal of the telephone 
tax enacted in the late 1800’s to help fi-
nance the Spanish-American War. A 
loss of revenue totaling approximately 
$4.8 billion is estimated for fiscal year 
2001, and additional amounts in the 
outyears. 

I commend the subcommittee chair-
man and ranking members for bringing 
this important measure to the floor. I 
urge the adoption of the bill and ask 
for unanimous consent that the Budget 
Committee scoring of the bill be print-
ed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

H.R. 4516, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 2001: 
SPENDING COMPARISONS—CONFERENCE REPORT 

[Fiscal year 2001, $ millions] 

General 
purpose 

Manda-
tory Total 

Conference Report1: 
Budget authority .................................... 18,161 14,805 32,966 
Outlays ................................................... 17,683 14,810 32,493 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority .................................... 18,306 14,805 33,111 
Outlays ................................................... 17,828 14,810 32,638 

2000 level: 
Budget authority .................................... 16,210 14,479 30,689 
Outlays ................................................... 16,679 14,488 31,167 

President’s request 
Budget authority .................................... 19,057 14,805 33,862 
Outlays ................................................... 17,951 14,810 32,761 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority .................................... 16,886 14,805 31,691 

Outlays .............................................. 17,201 14,810 32,011 
Conference report compared to: 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority ............................... ¥145 .............. ¥145 
Outlays .............................................. ¥145 .............. ¥145 

2000 level: 
Budget authority ............................... 1,951 326 2,277 
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H.R. 4516, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 2001: 

SPENDING COMPARISONS—CONFERENCE REPORT— 
Continued 

[Fiscal year 2001, $ millions] 

General 
purpose 

Manda-
tory Total 

Outlays .............................................. 1,004 322 1,326 
President’s request 

Budget authority ............................... ¥896 .............. ¥896 
Outlays .............................................. ¥268 .............. ¥268 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ............................... 1,275 .............. 1,275 
Outlays .............................................. 482 .............. 482 

1 Also reflects conference report on Treasury-General Government Appro-
priations. Conference report also includes repeal of federal communications 
excise tax, which results in a revenue loss of $4.328 billion in 2001, and a 
repeal of federal employee retirement contribution, which results in a rev-
enue loss of $460 million in 2001. Neither revenue effect is reflected in the 
discretionary scoring of this bill, and count on the PAYGO scorecard instead. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, am I 
correct in my assumption that the pre-
vious order calls for a vote now on the 
conference report? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. BENNETT. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

conference report. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 28, 
nays 69, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 253 Leg.] 

YEAS—28 

Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Gorton 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thurmond 

NAYS—69 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 

Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 

Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Smith (NH) 

Snowe 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Torricelli 

Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Akaka Feinstein Lieberman 

The conference report was not agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I enter 
a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the conference report was de-
feated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is so entered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY 
ACT AMENDMENTS—MOTION TO 
PROCEED—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the pending business. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2045) to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act with respect to H–1B 
nonresidential aliens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we are 
debating the motion to proceed to the 
legislation that would increase the 
number of visas for aliens who have 
certain technical skills that are defi-
cient within the United States; that is, 
the H–1B visa bill. Several of us hope 
this bill can be expanded in order to 
deal with other pressing issues of im-
migration to provide not only for those 
who are desirous of working in the 
high-tech industry—the high-tech in-
dustry which needs their services—but 
also that we can redress some of the in-
justices which have seeped into our im-
migration law. So I am, today, rising 
to discuss those elements of unfairness 
that we hope can be considered under 
the title of the Latino and Immigrant 
Fairness Act. 

The focus of this legislation is, as the 
title of the act says, fairness. We all 
learned some fundamental lessons in 
grammar school. One of those is what 
is fair and what is not fair. It is fair for 
a teacher to punish two noisy school-
children who have broken the rules in 
the classroom by keeping both of them 
inside during the recess period. We 
may, in our own childhood, have been 
subjected to that kind of sanction. But 
if the teacher decides to let one child 
go out and play but keeps the other in, 
that wouldn’t be fair. In other words, 
one of the aspects of fairness is treat-
ing people who are in the same cir-
cumstances in the same way. 

We are here today trying to achieve 
that type of fairness because, in 1996, 
we passed an immigration law that 
went too far. It violated that rule of 
treating people in the same cir-
cumstances in the same way. 

It was also unfair because it applied 
retroactively. People who had played 
by the rules, who were doing all the 
things that they thought this society 
wanted them to do in order to become 
a part of our society, suddenly found 
that all those steps were for naught, 
and they were about to be subjected to 
deportation. Making laws retroactive 
is almost always bad public policy. It is 
changing the rules in the middle of the 
game. That is what we have done, but 
this is our opportunity to correct it. 

A little history: Central American 
and Haitian immigrants came to the 
United States, particularly in the 
1980s, and were welcomed by Presidents 
Ronald Reagan and George Bush. They 
were fleeing civil wars or violent up-
heavals in their repressive govern-
ments. They followed every rule. 

Over the past 10 or 15 years, they set 
down roots. They raised families; they 
bought homes, started small busi-
nesses. Then, with the passage of the 
1996 immigration bill, they suddenly 
became deportable. They could be 
forced to return to their countries, the 
very countries they fled. They were 
being forced to do so based on no ac-
tions of their own but, rather, a change 
in the rules enacted here in Congress. 

Congress was quick to recognize 
some of the overreaching of the 1996 
immigration law because 1 year later, 
in 1997, and then 2 years later, in 1998, 
Congress took steps to correct this in-
justice for some people—mainly Nica-
raguans, Cubans, and some Haitians. In 
1997, with bipartisan support, Congress 
passed the Nicaraguan Adjustment and 
Central American Relief Act, often 
called NACARA. 

In 1998, with bipartisan support, we 
passed the Haitian Refugee Immigra-
tion Fairness Act. In 2000, with the 
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act, 
we can complete the process and cor-
rect injustices for all who face similar 
circumstances. 

One part of the Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act, the part that we 
refer to as ‘‘NACARA Parity,’’ would 
have a tremendous impact on Central 
American and Haitian nationals. Many 
of the Central American and Haitian 
beneficiaries of this legislation reside 
in my State of Florida. I know them 
well. They are small business owners; 
they are educators; they are volun-
teers. They are raising families who 
are contributing to our State. These 
residents are a vibrant and crucial part 
of our community. Many have made 
Florida their home for 15 or 20 years or 
more. It is patently unfair to uproot 
these families after they have sunk 
such deep roots into our communities. 

I had the honor of participating in a 
hearing held recently in Miami when 
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